Abstract
Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to analyse the manner in which 'objectivist' grounded theory methodology has progressively developed since 1967 and how it has been employed by management researchers. In so doing, we argue that grounded theory in management research is in danger of losing its integrity. Grounded theory is regarded as an inductive methodology for generating new theory from data (Goulding 2002; Locke 2001; Chenitz and Swanson 1986) . It has proved popular in management research for three reasons: it is useful for developing new theory or fresh insights into old theory; it generates theory of direct interest and relevance for practitioners; and it can uncover micro-management processes in complex and unfolding scenarios (Locke 2001) .
Grounded theorists in the objectivist tradition hold the assumption that there exists a mindindependent reality that researchers can discover and record. Within this reality of an external world reside objects that possess sets of essential characteristics that researchers can accordingly identify, address, describe, analyse, explain, predict, and manage (Charmaz, 2000) . Glaser and Strauss' Discovery book (1967) was written to propagate a new way of doing sociological research. It "offered a general model for constructing new theory and some foundational research operations" (Locke 1996:241) . It was not intended as a detailed 'howto' handbook of grounded theory procedures. Accordingly, the book (although widely lauded) was often criticised as being obtuse. It was not until eleven years later that Glaser provided a more careful and substantial exposition of grounded theory procedures and techniques in Theoretical Sensitivity (1978) . Following Strauss' first methodological book (1987) and his co-authored publication with Corbin (1990) , Glaser was prompted to rebuff this new interpretation in Emergence vs Forcing (1992) as constituting no more than forced, full conceptual description. Strauss and Corbin further refined their exposition in their second coauthored book in 1998, leaving Glaser to further articulate and defend his approach to 'orthodox grounded theory' in a succession of books in 1998, 2001, 2003, and 2005. However, it is not our intention in this article to resurrect the old Glaser versus Strauss debate, or revisit the argument as to who can claim proprietorship of the methodology. Rather, our purpose is to analyse the manner in which objectivist grounded theory methodology has progressively developed since it was first expounded in 1967, and how it has been employed by management researchers. In fulfilling this purpose we build upon the findings of Suddaby (2006) who in his role as a reviewer for several leading management journals has noted the confusion amongst many authors who claim to be using grounded theory. He contends that many authors hold some serious misconceptions about grounded theory, and ignore or deliberately violate the core procedures and tenets of grounded theory methodology. In this article we examine the source, nature, and magnitude of this problem amongst management researchers. Our article is structured in three sections. First, we examine the different emphases and variations between the two schools, as well as the contradictions, inconsistencies, and modifications which have confounded the on-going methodological development of the approach. Second, we then examine the impact of these perturbations on the manner in which management researchers have interpreted and employed grounded theory in empirical studies since 2002. Finally, in the concluding section we argue that the methodology has become far too pliant in management research to the point that it is in danger of losing its relevance, and offer three suggestions for restoring increased discipline and integrity into the methodology.
Contrasts Between and Within the Glaserian and Straussian Schools
In this section we examine the variations, contradictions, and modifications to the development of grounded theory methodology, both between and within the Glaserian and Straussian schools. The analysis is conducted under five major headings.
(i) Emergence and Researcher Distance Glaserian School
In the Glaserian tradition, "the natural world is out there and with an appropriate method, executed with discipline and restraint, it will embed itself in theory" (Locke 1996: 241) . The concept of emergence is a central tenet of grounded theory. Nothing is forced or preconceived. Everything emerges in a grounded theory -the participants' main concern, the sample, the questions asked, the concepts, the core category, and so on. "We do not know what we are looking for when we start…we simply cannot say prior to the collection and analysis of data what our study will look like" (Glaser 2001:176) . The researcher should not bring any a priori knowledge to the research study. Instead, researchers should "actively seek to prevent and minimise their impact on the data through methods that restrain their influence" (Locke 1996:241) .
In accordance with this approach the researcher enters the field with only a broad topic area of interest in mind, without specific preconceived research questions, and without a detailed reading and understanding of the extant literature in the area. For Glaser (1992:50) "the analyst should just not know as he approaches the data". It is "only the world under study that should shape theorising" (Locke 1996:242) . Instead, the study problem will gradually emerge from the data as reflecting the main concern which the participants perceive they are confronted. Thus the tenet expressed by Glaser is that "researchers should ascribe agency to the neutral methods they passively execute, constructing, as it were, a one-way mirror through which the natural world might be revealed" (Locke 1996:241) .
Straussian School
As with Glaser, Strauss endorses a realist ontology (Charmaz 2000) in that "both assume an external reality that researchers can discover and record, Glaser through discovering data, coding it, and using comparative methods step by step; Strauss and Corbin through their analytic questions, hypotheses, and methodological applications" (Charmaz 2000:513) . In contrast to the Glaserian notion of the 'non-knowing researcher' who allows only the emergent data to shape theorising, Strauss allows a much more provocative, interventionist, and interrogationist researcher influence over the data. This difference arises from their "substantively different renditions of researchers' relationships to the worlds they study" (Locke 1996:241) . Strauss' techniques encourage researchers to use their own personal and professional experience and acquired knowledge as a positive advantage in the grounded theory process to enhance theoretical sensitivity rather than obscuring vision: "if you know an area, have some experience…you don't tear it out of your head, you can use it" (Strauss 1987:84) . This view is emphasised in Social Organization of Medical Work (1985) when the four authors -Strauss, Fagerhaugh, Suczek, and Wiener -stress how the data collection and analysis were enriched by their own prior personal experiences in the topic area.
Thus, in his first book in 1987 Strauss recognises the validity of the analyst who "jumps off" from the data in order to "wonder and speculate about the data " (1987:63) . An example of this occurs during the Straussian generation of 'dimensions and sub-dimensions' wherein he stresses the operation of making "distinctions " (1987:14) . These are "generated analytically by questions that sooner or later will occur to us " (1987:15) . Such questions might include "don't they hurt, are they safe, are they uncomfortable, are they frightening? " (1987:15) . Accordingly, these questions can give rise to such sub-dimensions as 'hurt, safety, discomfort, or fear', which can be sliced up into dichotomous continua (yes or no), or into graduated continua (eg, terribly uncomfortable, to not at all uncomfortable). A primary source of "these sub-dimensions, sub-categories, and questions " (1987:15) comes from "data in the head, drawn from the researcher's personal, research, and literature-reading experiences" (1987:20) .
Procedures such as the above have led Glaser (1992) to accuse Strauss of forcing the data rather than allowing it to emerge, alleging that labelling and logical elaboration results in 'full conceptual description' rather than conceptual theory. For Glaser, this researcher forcing acts to "contaminate, corrupt, pre-empt, and obstruct" understanding of the data, thus violating his "restrained approach in which researchers maintain distance and independence from the phenomena they study" (Locke 1996:241) .
(ii) Theory Development
Glaserian School
The goal of Glaserian grounded theory is to "generate a conceptual theory that accounts for a pattern of behaviour which is relevant and problematic for those involved" (2003:3). The central issue in a grounded theory study is "to know what our informants' main concern is and how they seek to resolve it" (2001:177). The continual resolving is "designated by a category called the core category " (2001:199) . Thus, grounded theory is "a theory about a core category " (2001:199) .
The grounded theory product is a set of integrated conceptual hypotheses, organised around a core category, systematically generated from systematic research methodology (2003:2). As such, grounded theory does not produce "findings or facts" (2001:160). Glaser chides researchers to "write about concepts not people " (1978:134) . The style of writing conceptually refers to the art of "making theoretical statements about the relationships between concepts, not writing descriptive statements about people " (1978:133) . Thus conceptual writing is achieved by relating "concept to concept instead of concept to people" (1998:197) . Accordingly, a grounded theory is a conceptual theory that is "abstract of time, 
Straussian School
In his first book, Strauss (1987) is also unequivocal about the role that grounded theory plays in theory development: "the methodological thrust of the grounded theory approach to qualitative data is toward the development of theory " (1987:5) . He emphasises the necessity to ensure "conceptual development and density" (1987:5) of theory, ruling out thin and weakly developed inter-relationships: "a few concepts loosely strung together cannot satisfy the requirements for formulating social theory " (1987:18) . These Straussian requirements are presented as "conceptually dense" (1987:10), "developing many concepts and their linkages in order to capture a great deal of the variation that characterises the central phenomenon" (1987:7), "carefully ordered " (1987:11), and "complex, conceptually woven, integrated theory" (1987:23) .
This commitment to using grounded theory methodology for the generation of theory is continued throughout Strauss and Corbin's two subsequent books (1990, 1998) . When they state early in their 1990 book that "the research findings constitute a theoretical formulation…rather than consisting of…a group of loosely related themes " (1990:24) , they appear to give the impression that theory development is the only legitimate outcome of a grounded theory study, and not the generation of themes, ideas, or concepts that are not systematically related to one another in "an integrated framework that can be used to explain or predict " (1998:15) .
However, the veracity of this implication is not as clear-cut as may seem to be the case. At other points in their writings, Strauss and Corbin appear to contradict their insistence that grounded theory should only be used for theory development. For example, when they state "if one's ultimate research goal is to arrive at a set of findings rather than theory development, then integration is not as relevant" (1998:155, our emphasis), they are sanctioning the use of grounded theory for purposes other than theory development. What are these other purposes?
At a later stage in their 1990 book they state "we suggest that those of you who are only interested in, or whose projects involve, theme analysis or concept development, might consider stopping your reading of the book here [at the end of the axial coding chapter]. You will have probably absorbed enough of grounded theory procedure for these alternate purposes " (1990:115) . In other words, grounded theory can be used to generate non-theory.
Thus, Strauss and Corbin give permission for researchers to generate and present research findings that fall short of theory development, but still be able to justify the product of their research as being generated by a 'grounded theory procedure'. This is openly admitted in their second book: "some will use our techniques to generate theory, others for the purpose of doing very useful description, or conceptual ordering [classifying and elaborating]" (1998:9).
We are left with the conclusion that the pursuit of a grounded theory research product may be a theory, but does not have to be, and can even be an elaborate description.
(iii) Specific, Non-Optional Procedures Glaserian School For Glaser, grounded theory is an inductive method of generating theory through the simultaneous collection, coding and analysis of data. The method has "clear, extensive procedures" (2003:5) and it is a requirement of grounded theory that these "rigorous procedures are followed in order to generate a theory that fits, works, is relevant, and readily modifiable " (2003:14) . Glaser is adamant that grounded theory comes as a "set of fundamental processes that need to be followed if the study is to be recognised as a product of the grounded theory methodology" (2001:225). These procedures are as follows: coding (open, selective and theoretical), constant comparison, theoretical sampling, memoing, category building, property development, densification, core category identification, delimitation, saturation, sorting, and writing-up.
In agreement with Glaser, Strauss is adamant in his first book in 1987 that grounded theory includes a number of mandatory procedures: "it is a style of doing qualitative analysis that includes a number of distinct features " (1987:5) , that "must be carried out " (1987:8) .
Specifically mentioned imperatives are theoretical sampling, constant comparisons, coding, and memoing. Other procedures stressed by Strauss include "sorting" (1987 Strauss include "sorting" ( :18), "saturation" (1987 , and the simultaneous, non-linear "carefully managed triad of data collection, coding, and memoing" (1987:11) whereby analysts "double back -and-forth" (1987:19) . Also mandatory for Strauss is the inclusion of a 'coding paradigm' (conditions, interactions, strategies, and consequences). He is adamant that "without inclusion of the paradigm items, coding is not coding" (1987:27).
Strauss' commitment to these procedures continues throughout his later publications with Corbin in 1990 and 1998. Unfortunately, however, at other points in their writings they again introduce an inconsistency by appearing to contradict this standpoint of 'non-optional procedures'. For example, in their second book, Strauss and Corbin state that they are offering "a cluster of very useful procedures -essentially guidelines [and] suggested techniques, but not commandments" (1998:4, original emphasis). The role provided by their procedures is to "help provide some standardization and rigor to the process ... however, these procedures were designed not to be followed dogmatically but rather to be used creatively and flexibly by researchers as they deem appropriate " (1998:13) . No clues are provided to researchers as to what the authors mean by the words 'creatively and flexibly'. However, the following quote is instructive: "we know that readers will treat the material in this book as items on a smorgasbord table from which they can choose, reject, and ignore according to their own tastes -and rightly so…some will blend our techniques with their own" (1998:8-9). We are left with the conclusion that researchers have been given permission to cherry-pick their procedures. They are allowed to pick and choose between various procedures, choosing some whilst rejecting others, and even blending in some procedures of their own (according to their own 'tastes'). And the researcher is sanctioned to use the term 'grounded theory' to justify their approach.
(iv) Core Category
Glaserian School
The core category is the theoretical formulation that represents the continual resolving of the main concern of the participants. The core category is central, it accounts for the variation in the pattern of behaviour, reoccurs frequently in the data, and relates meaningfully and easily to other categories.
Straussian School
In agreement with Glaser, in his first book in 1987 Strauss concurs that a grounded theory revolves around a core category. However, Strauss appears to stray away from Glaser's notion of a core category as one that continually resolves the main concern of the participants.
Rather, a core category is depicted as "central to the integration of the theory" (1987:21), which "best holds together (links up with) all the other categories " (1987:18) . For example, in analysing the phenomenon of "pain management" (1987:41), Strauss settles on the a priori study topic of "whether and how the use of machines in hospital affects the interaction between staff and patients " (1987:14) . Instead of employing the Glaserian approach of searching for the participants' main concern and how they resolve that concern, Strauss directs researchers to search for the discovery of "what's the main story here, and why?" (1987:31) . This is aimed at uncovering the "story line " (1987:180) , and the "main theme" (1987:35) . In consequence, the core category is described as "trajectory" (1987:189), defined as "the physiologic course of a patient's disease and the total organization of work to be done over that course " (1987:224) . This is a far broader concept than the Glaserian notion of the resolution of the participants' main concern.
In Strauss' later two books with co-author Corbin, he continues the procedure of "explicating the story line " (1990:119) , and the core category is similarly defined as "the central phenomenon around which all the other categories are integrated " (1990:116) . To derive the core category the researcher must search for the "main idea" (1990:121), or the "main problem" (1990:119), or the "primary issue " (1990:120) , or "what seems most striking" (1990:119). However, in their 1998 book the terminology is changed to the 'central category', referred to by the authors as representing "an abstract rendition of [the] raw data" (1998:159), and variously defined as the "central integrative concept" (1998:156), "central explanatory concept" (1998:161), and "a central idea under which all the other categories can be subsumed " (1998:146) . This time the researcher is urged to search for "what this research is all about " (1998:146) , and "the main issue or problem with which these people seem to be grappling" (1998:148) . This latter phrase comes extremely close to the Glaserian notion of 'the main concern of the participants'.
What are we to make of this shifting discursive terminology? Perhaps the best approach is to concentrate on the Straussian terminology of a 'phenomenon'. Strauss and Corbin emphasise the necessity to "identify the phenomenon to be studied " (1990:38) , in other words, the area the researchers want to focus on. A phenomenon is "the central idea, event, happening, or incident about which a set of interactions or actions are directed at managing or handling, or to which the set of actions is related" (1990:96, our emphasis). The core category is then "inductively derived from the study of the phenomenon it represents " (1990:23) . One example of such a phenomenon analysed by Strauss and Corbin includes 'pain', specifically that caused by breaking a leg. We are left with the conclusion that the Straussian concept of a core category refers to the main theme or story line (for instance, 'trajectory') that underlies a pre-determined research topic (for instance, 'pain management'). The subsequent grounded theory analysis then represents a conceptual description of the actions and interactions that take place around that theme. This approach differs from the Glaserian concept of a core category as a pattern of behaviour that continually resolves the main concern of the participants, whereby the subsequent grounded theory analysis represents a theory about that core category.
In advancing these distinctions we are aware that the Straussian core category of the 'story line' is a broader notion than the Glaserian core category of 'the resolution of the participants' main concern'. Accordingly it may catch within its ambit certain notions that appear to address the main concern of the participants. For example, it might be argued that the Straussian core category of 'trajectory' does indeed address the participants' concerns because the notion of a trajectory points to all the changing and deepening challenges that come with the unfolding of a chronic illness condition by drawing together the challenges of living and working within an unfolding multidimensional course. However, the notion of 'trajectory' -defined by Strauss (1987:189) as "the course of an illness and the work done to control it" -is far more all-encompassing than 'the resolution of the participants' main concern'. We do not know whether 'trajectory' acts as such a resolution because the data analysis has not expressly concentrated on uncovering the participants' main concern. It might be that the main concern is far narrower, for example, 'not to be a burden to my family', in which case the core category of 'trajectory' would not specifically address the pattern of behaviour that participants adopt to resolve this concern. It is for this reason that some commentators accuse Glaserian core categories of being 'trivial' (Suddaby, 2006) . Be this as it may, but we would argue that they are designed to serve a different purpose. Open coding comes to an end when the analyst decides upon the core category. From this point on the analyst delimits the coding to only those variables that relate to the core category. This is known as selective coding. The core category becomes the guide to further data collection and theoretical sampling. Finally, all the categories are woven together to form a theory through the use of theoretical coding. Such codes are also emergent, not preconceived.
Glaser lists eighteen such codes in Theoretical Sensitivity (1978) In axial coding the focus is on specifying a category in terms of the conditions that give rise to it, the context in which it is embedded, the strategies by which it is handled, and the consequences of those strategies. Each of these features is called a sub-category. Thus, axial coding links a category to its subcategories in a set of relationships that Strauss and Corbin call the "paradigm model " (1990:99) . Selective coding is aimed at integrating the various categories to "form a larger theoretical scheme" (1998:143). In his 1987 book Strauss emphasises an emergent process based on continuous use of memo sorting and integrative diagrams. However, this changes dramatically in the 1990 publication when the employment of the 'forcing' technique of the coding paradigm is adopted: the "final leap between creating a list of concepts and producing a theory " (1990:117) is achieved by relating all the categories to the core category through the device of the paradigm model, namely conditions, context, strategies and consequences. This coding approach is quite different to that formulated by Glaser, and which Glaser roundly criticises. For him, the process of labelling and grouping merely collects more incidents of the same pattern with no new properties emerging, and is not the same as constant comparison: "to use a categorising process by means of asking preconceived questions does not generate grounded theory -it produces full conceptual description" (Glaser, 1992:43) . For Glaser, the various techniques for enhancing sensitivity, together with the employment of a coding paradigm, act to "derail emergence" of the theory and result in forced, preconceived "conceptual description" (1992:56).
However, Strauss and Corbin undergo a substantial change of heart in their articulation of selective coding in the second edition of their book (1998), where their analysis adopts an approach far more sympathetic to the original approach of Glaser and his articulation of theoretical coding. In order to establish the relationship between the core category and the other categories they also abandon their original concept of a paradigmatic relationship and replace it with the Glaserian concept of "sorting memos" (1998:153). Sorting of memos according to an emergent mindset was ignored in Strauss and Corbin's 1990 formulation since the paradigm acted as a pre-sorting mechanism. However, the dropping of the paradigm model in the 1998 formulation means that, in effect, the Strauss and Corbin concept of selective coding now reduces essentially to the Glaserian concept of theoretical coding. They explicitly state that the process of relating categories "evolves" and that "there is no forcing of data" (1998:147).
However, in presenting these distinctions we must be careful not to give the impression that Glaser does not advocate the use of interrogative questions or coding models while Strauss does. As discussed earlier, Glaser does advocate the use of three basic questions during open coding, and also emphasises the utilisation of various coding families during theoretical coding. These are employed for the same reason advanced by Strauss, namely to enhance the theoretical sensitivity of the researcher. But Glaser would argue that whereas his approach is essentially neutral and passively executed in order to ensure the emergence of the underlying reality within the data, the Straussian approach results in the forcing of data into predetermined categories and obstructs the emergence of what the data is really saying.
However, the actual difference for the practising grounded theory researcher may be difficult to discern. Thus, whilst drawing attention to the need for some circumspection in elaborating the differences between the Glaserian and Straussian schools, we have argued that not only does the Straussian school of grounded theory differ in both product and process from the Glaserian school, but also displays major modifications and contradictions between the 1987, 1990, and 1998 versions. Table 1 summarises these variations. Everything emerges in a grounded theorynothing is forced or preconceived. Researchers are distant and unknowing as they approach the data, with only the world under study shaping the theorising.
Development of Theory
The goal is to generate a conceptual theory that accounts for a pattern of behaviour which is relevant and problematic for those involved.
Specific, Non-Optional Procedures
The method involves clear, extensive, rigorous procedures and a set of fundamental processes that must be followed.
Core Category
The theoretical formulation that represents the continual resolving of the main concern of the participants.
Coding
Open, selective and theoretical. Emergence and Researcher Distance 1987 , 1990 , 1998 : the researcher adopts a more active and provocative influence over the data, using cumulative knowledge and experience to enhance sensitivity. Logical elaboration, and preconceived tools and techniques can be employed to shape the theorising.
Development of Theory
1987: conceptually dense, integrated theory development is the only legitimate outcome. 1990, 1998: grounded theory can also be used for developing non-theory (conceptual ordering or elaborate description).
Specific, Non-Optional Procedures
1987: grounded theory encompasses a number of distinct procedures that must be carried out. 1990, 1998 : researchers can cherry-pick from a smorgasbord table, from which they can choose, reject, or ignore. 1987, 1990, 1998 : the main theme of a predetermined phenomenon which integrates all the other categories and explains the various actions and interactions that are aimed at managing or handling the relevant event, happening or incident.
Core Category

Coding
Open, axial and selective, but with the following variations: 1987: selective coding is an 'emergent' process based on continuous use of memo sorting and integrative diagrams. 1990: selective coding employs the 'forcing' mechanism of the coding paradigm. 1998: paradigm model dropped, and an emergent process based on memo sorting is again stressed.
Varying Interpretations and Usage of Grounded Theory Methodology
How have these variations impacted upon the manner in which researchers have employed grounded theory in management research? In order to tap the most recent developments we searched for empirical studies which have been published since 2002. Using the phrases 'grounded theory and management' or 'grounded theory and organization' we conducted a search of journal article abstracts in three commonly used management and organisation literature databases: ABI/INFORM Global (Proquest), Emerald, and Expanded Academic ASAP Plus. We justify our search of journal abstracts on the grounds that this would indicate that the authors consider grounded theory constitutes a sufficiently significant aspect of their study for it to be explicitly mentioned in the article abstract. After eliminating all nonempirical studies we were left with a return of 32 relevant empirical grounded theory studies.
An analysis of these 32 studies reveals a number of important issues about the manner in which grounded theory been employed in management research over recent years.
The first important issue to emerge is the prevalence of empirical studies that terminate their analysis before the generation of an overall theory or core category. Twenty one studies (66 per cent of the total) fall into this category and are detailed in table 2. In effect, these studies comprise only generalised thematic analysis. Smith (2004) Commonalities of knowledge management practices 3 companies' knowledge management practices described Wasserman (2003) Founder-CEO succession factors 6 processual aspects identified All twenty one studies in table 2 owe their credibility to the Straussian dictum that allows researchers to employ grounded theory methodology to generate non-theory. All would be disallowed under the Glaserian approach. However, the remaining eleven studies (34 per cent of the total) do generate a theory or core category, and these are detailed in table 3. The core categories generated by the eleven studies in table 3 are heavily weighted in favour of the Straussian school. Only Jones and Kriflik (2006) and Pettigrew (2002) employ the Glaserian approach to generate a core category that represents the continual resolving of the main concern of the participants. The remaining nine studies in table 3 generate Straussian core categories with the corresponding emphasis on full conceptual description. (Douglas (2005) actually presents two 'core conceptual categories', ignoring both Strauss' and Glaser's advice to concentrate analysis on only one).
The second important issue to emerge involves the mixed usage that these studies make of grounded theory procedures and techniques. The most extreme example is provided by the first fourteen studies in table 2 (44 per cent of the total), which not only fail to generate any theory or core category but also omit to use any of the standard grounded theory procedures in their data collection or analysis. Despite Strauss' adherence to the concept of flexibility, it is doubtful whether even his tolerance would extend to this extreme of laxity. Strauss and Corbin (1990) suggest to researchers that if their research product does not involve the generation of a core category, then they should rightfully terminate their analysis at the conclusion of axial coding. However, this suggestion is ignored. The approach adopted in these fourteen studies invariably involves amassing all data upfront (ignoring theoretical sampling), usually through a mixture of observations, interviews, and document analysis, and then proceeding to use elemental coding to discern themes, categories, issues, factors, or propositions in the data, which are then described, often with the aid of direct interviewee quotes. The investigation of specific, a priori, phenomena is used in every case, sometimes touted in the form of a direct research question. Sometimes open questions are asked (Parry 2003 ) and the themes are allowed to emerge (Reissner 2005) . Other times specific questions are asked according to an interview protocol designed to elicit responses to the research question (Wheeler, Richter and Sahadevan 2004) , sometimes based on prior literature (Dowlatshahi 2005) , sometimes forced into existing literature-derived categories (Cunha and Cunha 2003) . Very occasionally, an attempt is made to engage in more conceptual writing (Halme 2002) , but the overall tendency is to employ straight description.
The final seven articles in table 2 share a similar format in that no theory or core category is generated, but differ in that at least some grounded theory procedures are employed in the Douglas (2005:423) claims that such procedures "were applied to all gathered data" there is no evidence or analysis to substantiate this). Additionally, six studies choose to ignore theoretical sampling. The usual effect of omitting theoretical sampling is that the resultant theory tends to be thin, lacking in both density and variability, in the sense that property development and the discovery of moderating variables tend to be underplayed due to the fact that both saturation and extensive memoing are not pursued. When theoretical sampling is not employed the same kind of incidents and events tend to accumulate in the data resulting in insufficient pattern variability.
Also, only four of the nine studies make any mention of employing axial and selective coding, although which version of Straussian selective sampling is employed (and why) is never discussed. The utilisation of constant comparison, memoing, and saturation is also patchy.
Some studies employ structured interview schedules in order to maintain consistency across all interviews (eg, Xiao, Dahya & Lin (2004) ), whilst others focus on emergence through unstructured, open-ended questioning (eg, Schwarz & Nandhakumar (2002) 
Discussion and Conclusion
In his role as a reviewer for many leading management journals, Suddaby (2006) has highlighted the issue of 'what grounded theory is not' by calling attention to several common misconceptions amongst authors when using the methodology of grounded theory. One of the problems of the resultant confusion is that researchers often ignore or deliberately violate the core analytic tenets of the methodology. In this article we have followed up this issue by examining the source, nature, and extent of the confusion through an analysis of 32 empirical grounded theory studies published in the management literature since 2002. This leads us to argue that grounded theory in management research is in danger of losing its integrity. By tracing developments in the Glaserian and Straussian schools we have been able to identify several major flexibilities that collectively introduce confounding perturbations into grounded theory methodology. First, grounded theory can be strictly emergent or can allow any combination of forcing elements in the form of pre-conceived phenomena, research questions, sampling techniques, interrogative questions, coding templates, and so on. Second, the grounded theory product can be either conceptual or descriptive. Third, the grounded theory product can be an integrative (core category) theory that pulls together all categories and subcategories into an overall scheme, or it can be a loosely connected theory embedded in numerous narratives and stories, or it can be no theory at all. Fourth, the grounded theory process can employ either systematic, non-optional procedures, or a flexible mix of procedures from which researchers can pick and choose.
Of the 32 studies analysed in this article, only eleven (34 per cent) actually generate a theory or core category, either of the Glaserian or Straussian variety. The remainder of the studies effectively employ only generalised thematic analysis. The Glaserian school is far less popular than the Straussian school in that only two of the studies (6 per cent) adopt the approach of generating a core category that resolves the main concern of the participants. (1987) , only five studies reference Strauss and Corbin (1998) , and only five studies reference Glaser (1978) . Accordingly, many of the developments and nuances of grounded theory methodology may be unknown for some management researchers. Table 6 reveals the extent of these citation variations. researcher actually becomes more muddled and anxious. We have observed not only interschool differences in both product and process between the Glaserian and Straussian approaches, but also intra-school flexibilities within the latter approach which is characterised by a number of inconsistencies, contradictions, and back-flips. One author in our research (Parry 2003:259) articulated this scenario in the following words: "different authors use different terms for the steps in the process which is extremely confusing to the novice researcher and yet many experienced researchers appear to spurn some of those very steps".
Many PhD students using grounded theory methodology would undoubtedly concur with this sentiment. For example Gregory (2006:76) wrote in her recent PhD thesis that despite extensive reading over several years a state of considerable anxiety set in wherein she feared that "after all these interviews I did not really understand what I was doing".
A final line of argument may be attributed more to an attitude of defiance, in the sense that some researchers may be well aware of the methodological nuances of grounded theory but choose to overlook them. We have already seen how Parry (2003:259) observes that "many experienced researchers" spurn some of the steps of grounded theory, using this observation to justify employing grounded theory in his own study to generate only thematic descriptions.
His argument for not adopting 'pure' grounded theory is that "nor does anyone else" (Parry 2003:248) .
We conclude that the methodology has now become so pliant that many management researchers appear to have accepted it as a situation of 'anything goes'. They tend to regard the grounded theory methodology as encompassing any qualitative approach in which an inductive analysis is grounded in data. Thus, the term 'grounded theory' has become a moving target. Often with no more than a passing reference it has been used to legitimise and sanctify what are invariably no more than generalised qualitative studies. The time has arrived for management scholars to give more defined direction to the future use of grounded theory in their research. We would argue that grounded theory cannot continue to be practised as a free-for-all methodology in management research without risking serious danger of becoming irrelevant. There exists a need to introduce more discipline into the methodology by eliminating some of the laxity and disorder that currently prevails.
Ignoring the old Glaser versus Strauss debate and recognising the veracity of both approaches, our objective is to restore the integrity of grounded theory by seeking to eliminate the inconsistencies and contradictions within the methodology whilst still supporting the variations that exist between the two schools. To tackle this problem we offer three suggestions. First, researchers need to clearly state the grounded theory school to which they subscribe, and remain true to the procedures of that school throughout (subject to the following two suggestions). Second, the objective of a grounded theory study should always be to generate a core category, whether of the Glaserian or Straussian variety. Third, grounded theory studies should always employ the major 'foundational' procedures encompassing the joint collection, coding and analysis of data, theoretical sampling, constant comparisons, category and property development, systematic coding, memoing, saturation, and sorting. All these procedures are consistently endorsed by both Glaser and Strauss, and none of them owes allegiance to any particular school. Inter-school agreement on the employment of these procedures would eliminate the current propensity of researchers to cherry-pick procedures, whilst still permitting researchers to determine how these procedures are performed according to the variations in emphasis and technique between the two schools.
